10	HOW CAME CIVILIZATION?
Professor Goldenweiser (Anthropology,, p. 323 n.) who is
equally with Dhon opposed to the theory of diffusion,
adopts a different argument. He explains that totemism
could not be accounted for by a single historical accident
followed by diffusion because 'the very conditions favouring
the borrowing of totemism from without would invite its
development from within'. In other words, nobody ever
borrowed anything, since if people had whatever it was they
would not need to borrow it, and if they did not have it
they would not want it. It is hardly necessary to substitute
'Christianity', 'firearms', or even 'silver brooches' for
'totemism3' to show the fallacy of this argument.
We should, however, be grateful to such writers as Dkon
and Goldenweiser, who attempt to make a case for their
opinions, since the usual practice of believers in multiple
invention is to regard their theories as self-evident facts,
and to treat with contempt those who question them. Thus,
Dr. Westermarck says that 'it is truly grotesque to assume'
that 'such widespread or universal culture elements as, for
instance, the right of property, punishment, the blood-feud,
the various forms of marriage5 and so on, are due to bor-
rowing (j.r.a jr., 1936, p. 231).
Dr. Westermarck, and those who agree with him, base
their theories on the doctrine of the similar working of the
human mind. The essence of this doctrine is that every
human being is born with tendencies which lead him to
make stone axes, bows and arrows, and dug-out canoes; to
organize himself into totemic clans; and to believe in witch-
crafty animism, and survival after death. These are assumed
to be the mental and material equipment with which nature
endowed primitive man, and which he proceeded to improve
upon wherever local conditions allowed his innate progres-
siveness to develop.
It has» of course* been recognized for the last seventy years
that man is descended from an ape-like animal, and it has

